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REMABKS-General 

The Applicant is in receipt of the final Office Action (O.A) dated April 7, 2004. 
In tiie O.A., the Examiner objects to claims 4, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 17, and 20 as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim, but states that these claims would be allowable if 
rewritten in independent form including all limitations of the base and intervening claims. 
Claims 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 14, 15, 18, 21, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable overKnotts (U.S. Patent No. 6,065,002, filed 10/31/1996) in view of Reed 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,546,399, filed 2/28/1994). Claims 16 and 19 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable oveT Knotts, Reed, and Slotznick (U.S Patent No. 
5,983,200). The Office Action Summary places Claim 12 among those that were 
rejected, allhough the narrative of the Office Action places claim 12 among those that 
were objected to. 

The applicant respectfully disagrees with the grounds for rejection of these 
claims, and requests reconsideration of the grounds for rejection. 

Many of these rejections appear to be based on a misinterpretation of the use of 
the terms "age information" and "age-event information," which appear in the 
independent claims 1, 14, and 21 and are reproduced here: 

.wherein said age information comprises information related to the age of a first 
individual and said age-event information comprises information regarding an 
event that occurred in the life of a second individual when said second individual 
was at an age bearing a pre-defined mathematical relationship to (lie age of said 
first individual. 
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AU of these rejections are also predicated upon combining Knots with Reed, such 
« to methods described in Kno«s are used to calculatt to age of both the Hrs. and 
second individuals as of a given date, and such that the database in Reed may be used to 
look up information about eventstatoUfeo^^ 

referencing the specification of the current invention), bow various events described in 
to specification of the current invention may be combined, o perform to steps of the 

individual steps as described in the independent claims, however, the invention would no, 
be enabled. Thus, by to logic of to O.A.. any invention to. relied upon a sequence of 
steps, each of which is individuaUy shown (or hinted at) in to prior art, would be 
considered obvious. This clearly is not correct. Thus, v«e to combination of Knotu 
ana Reed doesnot arrive a, to Canned invention, even if combinations of Knot* and 
Reed arrived a, to present invention, it would be inappropriate to consider these 
combinations in an obviousness determination. 

WbJ le the combination of Knot* and Reed doe. no, arrive a. to .hOmed invent, 
even if combinations of Kn.tts and Reed arrived a, to present invention, it wou.d 
be inappropri-e «o consider .»e« combin.tt.ns in an obviousness determination. 

a) Knot, an, ReeaDo No, ton,** Any Jnstificrton or Motivation to Support Tn* 
Combination to Arrive at the Present Invention. 
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With regard to the proposed combination of Knotts and Reed, it is well known 
that in order for any prior art references themselves to be validly combined for use in a 
prior art section 103 rejection, the references themselves (or some other prior art) must 
suggest that they be combined. E.g., as was stated in tare Sernaker, 217 USPQ 1, 6 
(Fed. Cir. 1983): 

«[P]rior art references in combination do not make an invention obvious ^unless 
something in the prior art references would suggest the advantage to be derived 
from combining their teachings." 

That the suggestion to combine the references should not come from applicant was 
forcefully stated in Orthopedic Equipment Co. v. United States, 217 USPQ 193, 199 
(Fed. Cir. 1983): 

-It is wrong to use the patent in suit [here the patent application] as a guide 

of prior art references, combining the right references in tte 
S wa? Achieve the result of the claims in suit [here the c aims 
MSymorning quaxterbacking is quite improper when resolvmg the queshon of 
non-obviousness in a court of law [here the PTO]. 



As was 
1988): 



further stated in Uniroyal, Inc. v. Rudkin-Wiley Corp., 5 USPQ2d 1 434 (Fed. Cir. 



"Where prior-art references require selective combination by Ihe court to render 
ob^ous a subsequent invention, there must be some reason for the combmat.on 
Sa hindsight gleaned from the invention itself . . . . ^ 
art must suggest the desirability and thus the obviousness of making the 
combination." [Emphasis applied.] 
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(BPAl 1993): 

"Tnordertoestab^^^^^^ 

examiner to present evidence,] J«f?W » or in ^ forrn of 

suggestion, incentive, or ^^^i^iwy skill in the art would 
generally available ^ owl ^t^t e acn]nt of the applied references m the 
have been led to combine the relevant teaching 10 w h . g m6 

prosed rn^er to ™£^^^ , ^h obviousness. . . . That 
capabilities of one skilled ^^^^^^^ of an invention by 
one can reconstruct and/or CT P 1 ^ does not afford the basis for an 

mC ans of logic and sound scienhfic J-J^^ ^ supp iies . 
obviousness conclusion unless W ana re & ^ teachings of the 
impetus to have led one of m review ing courts have often 

references to make the claimed — ^ ^ burde n of 

advised the Patent and Trademark Office th ** ghowin ^ objective 

establishing aprima/a^ case * available to one of 

teaching in either the prior art, ^^^U^ '*> <^ blne f 0 ^ 
ordinaryskillintheart.tha wouWle^ that , ^ bhsh 

teachings of the references • - ^™S cribe various aspects of a patent 
obviousness by locatmg^ 

done." 

„ * T\tt> d A. noted that the present 

t . v *t. and Reed to achieve that advantage. The O.A. noieu 
combine Knotts and Keeaioai-uic 



invention ] 
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* a t the present invention produces advantages militates in favor of Applicant because n 
proV e St l»tthe— ^ 



is unobvious. 



As stated in the above L*vengood case: 

Ttat one can recon^ and/or d£l ft. 

invention by means of log* ^^ShaUo^d ««oning also supplies 

of references to mate the clarmed mvenfon. 

Applicant before submits tot combining Knot* and Reed is no, legaily 
ju5li f,ed andis therefore improper. Thus. Applicant submits that the rejection on these 
fences is aiso improper and should be withdrawn. AppHeant respect reouesK, 
toti f.he claims continue to be rejected on any commnation of references, thaUh. 
ExH niner include an e^lanauon. in accordance with MPBP 706.02, E* parte Oapp. 27 
U SPQ 9 72(BPA1198 5 ),andExpa«e»od,^,ofa»fa«ualba S is to sup P on 

his conclusion that it wou.d have been obvious" to make Ore combination. 
present invention* 

Because Knot* and Reed each describe complete inventions (Knot* ^ » a 
^Bfie* interface for database conneclvity, and Reed reW to prcvidh* a mulumcdia 
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search system appropriate for presenting data in an encyclopedia), each reference further 
lacks motivation for any combinations with other inventions. Each reference is complete 
and functional in itself, so there would be no reason to use parts from, or add or substitute 

parts to, any reference. 

Moreover, applicant's invention solves a different problem than the references, 
and such different problem is recited in the claims (In re Wright, 6 USPQ2d 1 959 
(1988)). m particular, the present invention provides "a user with age-event information 
corresponding to . . . age information" (Claim 1), a problem clearly not addressed by any 
of the cited prior art. 

c) The present invention yields advantages not appreciated by Knot* or Reed. 

in the O.A., the Examiner readily appreciated the additional advantage that the 
present invention provides to a reader, stating that combining Knotts and Reed to amve 
at the present invention is "advantageous." Nothing in either Knotts or Reed suggests 
that the advantages of the current invention may be obtained through any combination of 
inventions involving either of these references. 

d) Nobody has attempted to combine Knotts and Reed in the manner suggested by the 
Examiner. 

Although combination of Knotts and Reed does not arrive at the claimed 
invention, Applicant is unaware of any existing combination of these references to arrive 
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at any invention. Moreover, if the present invention were in fact obvious due to these or 
m combination of prior art references, because of its advantages, those skiHed in the art 
surely wouldhave implemented it by now. That is-the fact that those skilled i, the art 
have not implemented the invention, despite its great advantages, indicates that it is not 
obvious. 



Discussion of individual claim rejections. 



In rejecting claim 1, the O.A. asserts that 

Reed teaches e) providing an output signal comprising age-event information 
corresponding to said age information (see column 17. line 66-column 18, line 1); 
wherein said age infonnation comprises information related to the age of a first 
individual and said age-event infonnation comprises infonnation regarding an 
event that occurred in the life of a second individual when said second individual 
was at an age bearing a pre-defined mathematical relationship to the age of said 
first individual (see column 18, lines 1-17) (O.A. pages 3-4). 
Rejecuonof claims 7, 14, 18,21 and 22 relies on citation of these same passages in Reed. 
The cited passages in Reed describe retrieval of information by activating a major event 
box, such as "Discovery and Exploration," which lists historical events in a database 

16 25). The user may then select an event from that list, such as "1492-Christopher 
Columbus discovers the New World" to receive additional information about Columbus, 
or to identify additional articles about Columbus. The O.A. doe* not make clear, in this 
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a* v,* Qmce only one individual 
. J i ~t H*im 1 is purported to be. Since omy 

nrrr.-^«— — r 

(Columbus) is referred to m predefined 
■ rt fKnotts a ndReed)tobeatanagebeanng P 

^oflwoindiv.duata.Thus.com ^ ^ ^ 

- Practice the dataedinveitoon. 00° wo"" 1 ' 
ctata ed invent. To * 

18> ^ 1 " 17) " Reed wta <* — — ^ ^ d " 
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of Columbus on any given date. 

i ■ * O A asserts thatKnotts teaches the input signal 
With respect to claim 3, the O.A. asserts m 

• , f on relating to a target individual, and the output signal comprises 
comprises age information relating to a g 

, . Thus, Knot* docs no. teach the limitations of datm 3. 
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For dloflhe above reasons, the specmca Ap -, A| ., 
ooniittonfo! allowance, wtach«t,on, 
to claims and the relevant of .he cited prior ax, 



Very Respectfully, 




Philip RKrause 
Applicant Pro Se 
June 7, 2004 
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